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2 . if yi^^e ^ Rnf^Rsid ^rap? t:- 

(i) % ^ cT^ ^ A q8IUcJ^<Ij t ^ H^,1998 ^ 3IW 

yi^ I % flrn^ ^ »IFT ^ WT ^gvJRTcT ^f 

Rmqicl ^ cl^ <t>Fn ^ ^ ^ I 

(ii) yj^ecb ^ ^ ^i ^ 4>fciTTq ^ ^^rut wnioi'i ^ ^ w 

^ 1 

(iii) hsnth yif^^vm ^ iM afk ^ ^ 

elWT 35 yfcRlcT ^ 40 flfc^?RT f^FTdl ^ ^ffW ^ 

3lf^r>gf^ %qT t I 

(iv) % ^ ^ ^ »napi ^ ^ t 3f(? 3RI ^ ^ 

^ f^c<fe<H f^ysR ^ t I 3fM ^ 15,000 ^ 3rfg|^ 

^irrf^d t, ^ 3RT f^ yi? ^ I 

(v) ^air^M % ^ 4>'^d'<i y^ W ^ eHTWI t, 

ci^ ^ ^ c^ f^Hne ^ ^ t i 

(vi) ^ y?pf A ^ ^>TSRDT/^ A ^ ^?eiH w 11 

cTsnPt, ^ ^pfl, ^ ygw aiei^ 8 iRf$id wh ^ f^ y^ 

t, ^ yiy^ ^ ^?^yH ajPr te^rr yw ai^ ^ ^ ai^yf^ ^ t i 
i?^ aid^ d? t ^ ^ cb^di^ ^ HieyH ^ wft »feR ^ ^ 

^ f I aRi 8 iT, wit ^ ^ if »isR yi? all? yi? ^ 

y>Hfr ^ ?i)y ^l arrar ^ i 

(vii) yRylvrid r aidif^ aiaiy?T4y^ t all? % aiy^ cbi4y>diy'1 ^l y>?% ^ 

^ley ^yy t I ^ 3 ^ §?T HFi^ y? ^ 13 ^ yRy?y y^ndy y?layyi^yy 1 1 

3 . yRy?y yyidy ^ 41 fy yif^Ri?y ^ aiy? 4lv^yi ^ yiy 4 ^3yd«i y^t 

t, d€ty d>^y 4 ^ Riy y^^ ^lyr aiRngf^id y>?4 # <yy6i4dT ^ dty y>?4 #f y? 41 diy ^?4 
% yyi d^ ^ foiy RrH yg^ ^ ^ aiyiy 4 d4ly d 1 y?y yfcl^ ^ yyif4d 
^afj^y 1^ t I 

4 yfiydd y^<?y» yil^ra>?y in?T ^T^yidy ^ di4 yi# y>i4l4l^ ^ ai^?!!? 4?f?l 

aiy 4 y> Ri f 4 y yrgfe fcif4^ yy apyi^yy cbl4ly ydd ^^yi?!, dyT5?dTd 4??o ydd -yi'd (y?^ 
ifdy ^ ?i)y 4) Rf^py yylydiafi/yylydiaft # wldPtl^ Piy>iyl y4 41 yy<pl feyRiyt ^ 
yRyiRjd %yT yyi «it i ^y4 ypd R^yfMt yy yKRt 414 Ryr yyi % :- 

y>l4ly ?€ty? y<jtd ?rEi 

(i) d4ly yidiyid ^ ?iy4y y5l ^ 4 t yi?d ?i?^ 4 yrry all? ary ?iyif yyr4 
^ ?i^ 4 d€ly ytdt ^ Rfj Ryiy4l y4 ?4l^ y4 4t 1 

(ii) yF ^yd d^?pyd t ??t Rywd y4 d€ly yy^y? yidiyid ^ Rn? 4l yyn 
Ryr dFj Rry4 44 yidiyid ^ yf4 yiyi ^ 1 
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{iii) ^ yjfte itrt ^ ^ 

^ I ^ % f% ci<£^ii ijidiiiici ^ '{oM ^ "crpt ^ 

'ti^d ^ ^ TR ^ 31W *!Pf yFcT 

^ ^ ^ ^ 4^ ^ t I 

Mld«P^ ^ 

(i) Milk’yoftil ^ ^ cT^ -flded qRcfgd ^f>T WIT t. 

^?Ti% ^ ^ ^ c^ 3i«raT I4wr4t 3fR ^ Bt4t l wct 

^a%d ^ ^ 3I8T^T ^ ^ M Tn«lPl<t>dT ^ d4k dld^d 

^ ^ f4cfi%d ^ WIIW1 ^ f4^TT t I ^ ^Tr4 atR 

TRTH yri^^ ^fig4t wf aiM^<w/ai41f^d ^ ^ t I 

(ii) cl^ wft ^ ^ ^ aSfR ^ ^ ^ t, ^3^ ^RH 

afR wi 4^acnajT, ^ncT-NidR^-^i^. ^ ^ cn^-^dR^ eiFm anf4 ^ d?d 
^ w4 1 

^ ^MR #3l d^ g^ ^ ^ ddf^d ^ f. «Rf4> ^Tddt ^ diaPT ^ ^ 

d4^ Wft ^ aicRt^ld Ml^Tvrft tR cTTg^f^nT ;jfj vj^ M^cr<t> ^ 4t5I 

^ ^RdT ^ t, t^Td^ qRu||HW«>q d€1d iR ^ fl t^td, ffRR/9^[^ 
erndrt, f4TO^^?i?^i^/4^5RT^fN^R^,w4£rRTd?dt4>i?^^ 
^ 4 ^Bd d^ ^ WdT I fWT MR"nd dB B^ t d^ =fi^Bd daf4 

cfrd ^4fe[T d'Jl<t>l Bt4 gtj ^ aiRlftl^ <Sl41e1l ^ WldT % I 

(iv) ail^l^m ddd d^ dl?l^ ^ f$rq t^dld^t ddd (dtd-^dd^) ddid dR4 t*| 

(v) 1%^ d4 ^^dTg4^ ^ dddt alR ^ d?Jd5>t/'#d/TTdT^/4d ^dt^ # 

MlBldfr 50 alcRTd ^ BldT f^ldfl^d ^r 4 afR W? 4 dn4 ^ 
and?da[>dT t i 5 i«iir. dv4d^ yB'fdd/cR'iQi ydrfr d4 f44?ft d>^4d^ ^ 
gdT^ ^ ^ 50 yfcRTd ddJ RdTdT d!R ) ^ #4td dddt ^ d€td <t>Id1 dW 
dR4 dT^ dldt wnd ^ ^ dirg, #TT dlf%^ | 4^ Wd f44^ dddt ^ ^H^td 
^ BtdR dj'^d^ dd dddd Bd^dHlI^d ?^4dX fd'H'^l gST dd oqd ddidl I 

dR#d 41dBd I^Idd 

(i) Bd 4 tt^ aid^ t4if4d viTB^d fcif44^ 5RT TR^d arfdT^dd dedd t l ^ 

dBldddt dit d€td dlBldfl aft^ d>’4d^ 4 d€\d wft d«TT WT ^ 4^^ ded> ^ 

d^ d? ^nsd Bl4t I d4td TRJ^ f44# did! ^ f4dd y^<?d> ^ 

clddd 40 ^ 50 yf^dld ^ dR^k 4 geddPtd #Tr 1 

(ii) <5^d^ ^ cT^td Wi dd4d^, f?Hd^t PWld/addld didft % a?R 1^ 

144?^ dddt dd^/^ ^ f4cfldd: aildldt ^ 14 r Addled 4ld 'ddiwidl 

^ dRc4d ddd tR dRTRTfer t4)dT ^ ^ t, ^ ^ dT^ #ldT I 4^ 

d^ dtg^ d4td ^ #4 :- 

(d>) di4d^ dri ^ VJIBM ^ §d> afk t4d1dd: ^dl4 ^ ^4? 
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(iii) ^i? ^ Rthi^v, ^ anf^ hr#!I siptr ^ ^ipthtRct 

^ wit ^ HlEZm ^ ^ ^ ^ aft? ^IHRFRT 

^ WT ^ wi ^ an^ ^ yir^nB^ ^ I 

^ ’ft ^T^lili ^ >H'4»^I § I 

HigRi 

(i) ^roft ^ fcRj HR^ ^ amft wi ^ tern ^ iftbfnf^ ^Rft ^ 1^ 

#XRPT^ ^ f^riR t % aFpft^ ftifftn yifft^ ^ ^RFT ^ 

^^wt ^ ^fRH ^ft^iafr ^ ytRfif^^i utpit ^if^ i HW^ftii aief?i ?i^ 
cn^ ^ftcfi 5RT ^RFI ^ ’T^ wft<T <l€tq ^^laft # aiHR ft ?IFTIRRuT WTI 
^ f^chRici q^ft qft ft ^ #n I 

(ii) hr^t w^bT? ft cifttq ftkgq ^gfftsjM*!^ qqift ^ ffti^ aPb^si^^g^qR ^frffttft qft 
RpbiRft 'ift1<bK qR ftt t, fftnqft fftihfRftl qn anft vdTxRifftri i»M fft??! ^itftfft aik 

ftk?q ftti ^ ftt wftq feqr qqi t i 

(iii) ftfift apift^ fftfftq feifftft'S ft ^>Fft ^ ci^ aMFHH ft 

wrqftq fftiqi I 3f[^ qRfttq wit ^ ftq qjiqft Hrai ft HM qft qft t I 

SINT? ^ IlfRTTf^cI fft^rr UIHI qifftq q f% fft>qT aiR | 

(iv) d<ftq cb-ftH?! ^ amftqft «^M?f ft fftRiqi yqiffti qRft cFI cl^ aRW 11 

ftft ffqfft qft qRftkj ^ ft JJt^qfftcT NFIT qifti? ^ft?IT ^ 

fftn? fftcTfq ^;^/ft§R qqift ^ HTHft ft NTcIT t I 

qft^ gfeqi fgftftft ^ 

ft?Tft apRftF Rifftq fcifftfts ^ TR fttxRTw^ gM ffti? ’N anEiR q? 

H?TWT WtoNI ST?T ?T5I^’jfft^<Ji fftjqT NI t I 

HNftjq ^gjft T qkftr r 

(i) ?pft qft wfr ft fftftftt ftftfr ^ xftftt ft fcN fftftq^ q? q? ftq^ ft?T-ftq^ 

IWR eFTHir wild! t I ’jfft fft^ldl ^rflrl fl?Wf IIHlft ft ft^ ft q? awftftt 

SM? ft ^edcifftd HRfttq ?n 7 ft ?fft^ ffti? Nift t aft? ^ ft fftM 

q^fttd? aiqqi dcftq cb^-R cbT fftftq d# fftqi Ufm t I ^?7f^, c^ q? £fNW 

fft ddft cb^^d? ftt ^ ft ??gft ft »jfft fft?TqT fftftftt cb^dvt ft ?IdTd qft 

q? WdiRci fftqi w an. ?i^ d"^ ^ ?icbft i 

(ii) H6i4fTd qifSrwn ft ft srakid ft f^ 'dfttq' aft? tftftmiftt' ft dN 
ft ftdt ft qfttdRuf anft?! uikt fftqi t | daqfft, di-ftdftr ftt 'clftiq' aft? 
'fftft^Idlftt' ft qftt-cgcT qRft q? ftw qft^ aqft?! dnff d^ fftqi qqi ^ | d^FTrld 

qifftdRui q? fftftq dR ?iqKTl t fft ddl dRftd? ?Tq^ qdlft ftt ftt fd ft 
ftfftqt ft fftq aicTd ft ai^?jfftd fftqi qnqqT qi dftf i 
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^Jlc|l6'<g1l^ MtI-^ 

(i) %T^ 31TT^ ^ W SFOTto ^ 

^’^c1 HWel ^ ^ ^ ^ I 

(ii) ^ ^ ^ ^ cT^ ^ ^3^^ 

«j<sqci: i)HI*t1’<“l ^ ^ 3?^^ aW cl^ ^ f^M *1^ I 

^) ilHWyui ^ ^ f^2Tra^ y^c<t> ^ cTTT 

3TPIRT Pli^lcl ^ y^tlcH ^ y«JH cRTJT ^ ^FfcH W? f I 

(iv) <4Ml*^’<“l ^ Plilld <t>*T^dyi ^ foU^ 7 f^dl 3rWRT <t>*^'1'<i ^ 3 

^ ^ 30 ^ ^ araf^ ^ t I 

(v) if qtd MWfclfevij T?rH «l<*>ldl ^ ^1 

Rjm# ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t I 


(Q aPT^ RiRm ui^^C fclf^!^. 3l?t^,1998 ^ ^ cbWd 

cT^I^ <*>*^d'i cPcTT ^ «IT I ^ ^ f^?Tl? alt? ^fRT ^TRT^ ^ 

felj XJtH ^ 19^5.029 WJ ^ ^*TcfH ^ «St | 

$i) ?5ter^M ^ 3t^ ^ atg^n? ^ ^ ^ ^ tpp? fcfqr utictt 

t I d€l7i ^ ^ f^ter ^Mt ^ ^ 

I 

(iii) <»>m 4 ) ^ aPRT d^t^j ydi^H yiw d>?^ ^ 8 dr? f^*ii<»j 13 ddid?,i998 ^ d? 

at^v'te^ d>?^ § 1 ? aPdt^dd M<^d f^dT MtH d>t vJdct> c|>-^»i'<'i TJ? f^yidi 

SnpRd d#t ^?dT dlf^ all? ^?^d?r d^ »TS 1 ?^ ^ ^ q^ f ^?|dl 

WiRd cP?dT diflq I ?te? dll dTT ?m ddlf^ qdd ^ d^ ^ did 
^ IJIdElH dH RidT W «ff ! did qR?l? ^ 9|ld? ^ di? ds^^d^ q? 

BdR/^ f^?TdT ^ qrpfl i| BdlRd vdldT % alt? ^?^f^ it?R| aw?t^ 
Rififd ^ ^ draw dll d5t dTT ?ra5l 1 

(iv) .1^ did ^dct ddd ddddT, dldf^fedt anl^ ^ qtd-?id^ ddl^ ^ ?m ^1 

RdTdd Ul'd ^?% I, 'ddR? dddt d? k4l<i^cd> ^ dld^ ^f d^l?®T fldT?, dd?^ 
%?TdT ddl? anf^, d€ld alt? did! ^ ?Pdd t 1 d«nf^t, d? 

tHe^cd> dldl*d wit ^ t I 


5. ^ dld^ ^ '(?Vjj)‘Tl<?t ^ dd> d^dd ^ddt| andtfuld d»t d| «St | d^dtl ■gdqi^ ^ 

^l?Td Rt^dRrto at^i?lEr %d dd ^ .- 

It?t^ aw^ Rifild Rtfit^d 

(i) ?dRt ?|qi ^q> d4td d¥af I 1 

(ii) ?d thidT-’H«ii§ ddrfr Rdiwd d»6^ I i 
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(iii) ^ ^ t I ^ wrt^ I 

(iv) ^ gsT yii ^ ^ ^ I 

(v) HHel ^ yHRTW ^ 'yf^d *1^ ^ I 6-HKI *IIHc 1I «flvj 1 K' 

^ if y>T t 1 

(vi) 1989 ^ ^ *IH if ^ '^(^£IT tPpiV-WR ^ ^ 

^ eft I 

(vii) ar^ ^ ^ ^ aifteii ^ t i 
yft aftytnRcb^q ^ ^ l 

(viii) ?H 'Wfi ^oycpf' yft yici ^ ^ ^ t I ^ y?j^ if 

t I 1989 ^ ^ ^ RH ^ wHy^,1999 if Wfltl^ W 8fl ^ 

-HHIR1 ^ ^ I ^ ^5IH^ ^ y«lt gMT I 

(ix) ci|(^|ui( Hf|cl8’I ^ 'c1<?ly Mid' dc?)8 Wft ^ ^ 'H‘*>'^ % 1 

3fq^ ^ ^ HMl^ld I 

(x) ^ *IH if 'fiycT feMjtift 'iftdc|Pl<l>l 8?efyT 8<|i|(d«i>T gKI ■•J^MdH ^>1 59 Id I ^ 

^ RlcTt ITRT I ^ft^, -WScidiU ^ % I 

(xi) W ^ Hl^,1998 ^ HT^.1999 ^ t 1 #3Mf€l «R9^,1999 ^ 

^ ^ RH ^ wr ^ ^ I 

(xii) ^ ^ *IH if f^5}f6|<t>Y cfi^T'if ^ ^ Rl^d f I ^ ^ ^ if 

<j<-ii€iPtd f, f^F# %it y? dPj^ ^^yi w 'd9>di i 

(xiii) yft mRhto "?pft ^Fff* yft t f ^ ^ ^ 

^ I ^ yyiR^i yff ^ i 

cp^4\y y^iy '^I'H 

(i) "f^ wft" ^ wit iy?ify ^ ^ 

Tl^' ^ ^ ^^ftfilcT % I ^'Hf^. fMtftr fftj# ^fT5cT yy 5WR 

% I 

(ii) ^ 1989 ^ ^ yn ir wft ^ ^ y# t f 'd€ty 

yft MRyiyi d€t t I <wdy 'd€ty ’ftd' afk ^ t I 

(iii) I15T d^ 8FR ^ 3id? t ?ft MtH ^^dld ^ yftyfiftl ?l# ^?5cft t 1 d*rad:, 

^^ftsftift^t # if W t I 

(iv) 3HR 'd€ty' wit ^ ^ Ryiyd #ft t dt # Rp? ^ yyt ? 

^pft wit ^ ^ dT%y I 

(v) ’jdd^ y*M ^ dfti d?flER dff ^ ^dWT I 3dR ^ ’ft ^ df WI ^ ^ 
dWT ^ I 

(vi) d^ 1989 ^ d^ ^ yid if, d^ wfi-dd^ WI^ ^ ^ Rdldd d^ «ft 1 d? 

ifd ^d^ ^-dd^ yyFft ^ ddnt-dd^ yyrft ^ 4td «it i 
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(vii) ^ 8ft. ^ ^ ^ I 

(viii) ^ ^ m fM ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

3fra??I^ ^ I *nil^ ^ «1FT ^ ^ if PWciTAfl ^ ^ I 

‘TJHRRwr U^cW ‘cl^' UtllcH ^ I^Fi t 1 
‘<iNcftii f^m 

(i) qRIliim ^ qft ^ ^ 1 ?ra ^ ^ ^ 

tftcft ^ ynJiftcbdi qfSk ^ 30^ t I 

(ii) f^qTEfd ^ wNt ^ ^ I 

(iii) qidiqid ^ WT ^?5dT dlf%i? - ^ d^ Wit 

dft dilf ^ I 

4>^d’? f^lf^ cllg^ ^>(^i;»!?ld 

(i) d^ ifldiqid dd ^ 1 d? dRgdi/^ 'fTcg^dl ^ W 1 dl 

Ti^ ^ ^ ^fra?5d I 

(ii) dd 3ndTWT wft ^ f^Pd ^ 31W t I dl# “d^' 3181dT 
W^d^ vHtM ^Jlci^td %dT uddT dlf^ I dd?Jd?t ^ Rdldd d? f^dT? I 

(iii) d^td' 3nf^ dft dRdm fqw^wsd^wt^ i 

(iv) d^ dTdldld ^ ^fidstd ^ Rdldd ^ I ?f^' 3nf^ ^ 

dR ^ WW ddk d^ ^ 1 

(i) dRdmiajt ^ dR ^r d«it Rldl dft Wj ? ^{RW? dft -dtd-dld^ 

gdRt Rdldd ^ dft t i 3frR dddt-^Bd^ IPIRT Rdldd ^ wft t, ^ ^ 

W^dit d^ ^ I ^FT^c^dT ^ W WdT ^ 1 

(ii) d|-drs^ ^clT^ d? d^ 3lt? dd> d^ ^ ^ I 

dif 1989 A d^ wit ^ Rdldcft W dT 1 ?dT W 11 

Wr^ fllRfd ^ dlddit A WtddT d>^ ^ 5d: dgldl dl>^ i 

6. d^dd '§ddli ^ ^Rld, #3Mi^ ^TcR ^^dd4 ^ f^ dd^ dd^ Wl^ d^ 

1989 ^ d^ ^ dH ^ ^ d^ d?t ddR ^ dd> ^ §q 1999 ^ wfm ^ Wd ^E^td? 

i;i;^ ^ ^ dieqd ^ dd 31d?td> RiRfd dl?^ ^ 3nfe d^ dft d^ d>#dT^ ^ 

dR ^i dd> feVit ^ dd 1^ ddT 8 jt I 

31d^ it ^3ti^ ^ PiHfoff^d 3tg#T 1%dT ddT % :- 

(i) f^didi 30 f^^W,1998 ^ ^ did ^ dl^dlf^d ^ dflddd 

yrl^tWTd ^ ^ ddd yqlWdft ^ ^ d^dd ^ddl| dft I 


7. 
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ifrR A ^ R>yRn ^ ye-w-i iFiRt ^ ^ 

^ f^, ^ ^ HH ^ R^IHIcT ^ ^ ^ eS! 

^ HRW ^ tpfH ^ ^ RilWrI 3igFR?I I 5I-q><K1l, ^ 

if ^fqReicT ^ ^ ^ ^3c5HfT | 'cl^ ^ 

iWfT ^ ^ HiaiH ^ cRR ^ Rpj ^inm t I 

(ii) ^RrI apRl^ RiRf^i fcrfif^ % 3 iw cT^fg irai^ yiw ^ om 

WR 30 *R*^,98 ^ MtI'I -in'll ^ cl^il ^Pft ^ ^ f^S^Rcf 

^5?% ^ 3IHn^ %2II 8II, ^ ^ 3?R XU^ ^ 

W tl^fil ^ ^ ^ IRH ^?ir ^ ^ ^a^lRfcil 

^ m I 

(ui) Hf,i999 ^ anif RiRk «i?te ^ nwf ^ ^xraR if ^ 

itm tol I >3^ cRXij 1965 ^IP® ^ ^ ^^>T?IT SR 3?R ?I?t ^ .Ri 

ai^iRR^ # RR ^ XfiRl jtiRiI if ^ [ f^lfoRJ, #3^^ % ^ iRT 

UcJH <*>’<-11 ^ ^ R<Jl I 

(iv) iRf?! apRte RiftMr ^ 5^; w ^ ^ 1^? 3 ffRH ,1999 if f^ 4 ^ 

a»IR. WHW-^uf ^ WR, ^ 3nf^ ^ RRWcft WR ^ SF^^Rt 

gM ^«5IT ^ XJSIH TR XJ^ f^'RRf RiTlil XR cfSR ^ RiJHlxft ^ 5^8% 

tol^RHI^lf^ I iRRt^R^ RifipT ^ xiRgg^ 
+f3fWfl if ^aiT m. f^RI XR #sffxM ^ 3IXRIT JraicRI 

^ ^ RilT 1 

^ t f^ iRl^ 3JJF^ RlfifxT BI^ folPf^ ^ XR 

RsR ^ if PlHl^'HR ^ ^ : 

9^^ ^ iRR Tit ^cfiaif if vgif t I TTXJ WR ^ yg-fcW BWIcRT 

cl^fil CTSIT ^TfSI tt R^iD <*>-^’1'<1 ^ Rfx? XR> tf t I ^'dfel'i, B>ft RbHRI tf 

I 

tlSliJ WWIcT/xM ^ «foHI^-f ^ ^ ^ ^ 3I5?TR xM XR 

tlfxT-?R^ SWiit XR R3JRRT PRR ^ ufl t I 

^ ^ if ^ foPf B»*^-iy ePf-l^ if WH xRi^ xr ^ ^ ^ 
BRETR Titf t 3 |R xlfxjj^ ^ ^ HH ^ 3 I 5 «R XRR 9 >=xbRt XR ^ xr 
eUH ^ xl€fij WRT t, ^ ^ ^ f^RTilT BHR ^fRlftxT ^ 

Wt ) 

iRl^ 3Plif^ RlPfri gt 1998 ^ 1999 ^ tRH IRR ^ tt| Xf^iaff XR tj^ 
fitf^ ^ WR Jffii^ ^ ^ HR if IRR ^ tt^ ^ ^ 3I5?IR sSf | ^ f^Xfpx 
^ if wif^ xgi^ if ^iRf% XRI gvf t, RHif iRRf 3 PrW RiRR 


'd»1<*>I ^fe^fxxi 
& 

m 

m 

(iv) 
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folf^r^ gTfl 9f^fcH ^ ^ ffTR^ cTT^ f^?JT afT 1 ^ 

Wra cl€^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Rillil^ ^ ^ t I 

9 ^ ^ ^Pjcn^ ^ ^ vRJTjfeT ^ A. f^IRf^lRsIcI 

; 

(i) 3I5?>Er fl^TTcr ^ 71?^ ScfH ^ t I C^ SR^kf 

^ to I 

(ii) ^ If? t ^ ^ TTH (^to 1^111^^,1998 A wtiER ^ to A to? 

^ toncT ^ graETR ajT I R?i u? ifSR ^toton t to «ra?^R sit, ^ ?tor 
ofJR^ ^ ^r al^J #3lTto ^ 4tEl 3RT?Rf^ t I tot if 

' toR g^qTT: 1^fto ^ «n^ if t, fto Rfto ^ f^qdWl R1RT Wto I 

(iii) to^ if ftonr^ ^ I f^ tnw^ (toto ^ to) vsto niftor ^ to 

*TT^ fCJ WT ^ ?ei fto ttuT an I to IT? tocT ^ STREfT^ 

ftoRI.1998 if to ^ WTFq tocR ^ WR ?eT fto W an | itfaffto ^ nRT 

cR to ?to ^T nto fR to ftoi A ■ 

to tof ton nidruR ^ toto ^ to to-to^ ntof if toner 

to cf^ ^tonr t I brt^ ii tomr to n^ nr1| ^ to ak i 

to nsff 3HT ton nicnnici ^ to ntot if n>ff torncr 

to % "f?! an I 

(n) yREiH ^fRRT n?^ ^sfnto ^ tton to if tor i 

antons mf^ n>r to nrto ^ to A tonnn ^ if n? ^atoiton I 

^ ?Nf nto ^ nrto if mf^tmur ?r^ ^tanto ^ign^ ^gnto ^ ^fwn to 
^nr nni an i ititoM ^ to ^totnR ftor an to toto totowf ^ 
fiT cRf to ^nr I ?ifto, ■'3fto ^ ■if tokf to' c^nfnr rt irkit % ?if 
iTRT nrf^RRT to to mm nnr an i 

(iv) ton nto Rnrnn to tor t i tototo if mn ^ tor 

^ to m TRn to ^smni t i ftomw ^ ^ gto (xtoto) A 

toto ^ mto if A( n? wto anm t to ritoto tot fennto to ton 
to f$nj mA to yntomtor if ?ntocf to w t i n% ^ to ^ mnto if 
tonnr to nrfton to ^arm toar mtm torn to? ^ ntoit <jtoitonjf to mnn 
torn I tot if, mm? totor n?m to ^ if to ^ ^ nn ttotn to ftonr 
mfcTT t tor n? mtom to fenj to 1998-99 tot mtor to ton^ ^snto mnto if 

'H^tnm tot tor irhtt 1 
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10^ -sfN ^ CrIT% HTf^cfiROT 

(i) tef 3fTi^ sm #3i>M ^i ^ 

SfHig ^ ^ f^ FT! vSfto 

tor RtrHT t I 

(ii) f^YP^,1998 ^ ^ to toRrdt ^ vTPT'^W 

ur$%e f^rtos <5^ #v'ifp5V<!'i f^irr^ ^irt ^ ato ^ ^^r^ #3i>M <^ 

^1 ^ HTH ^ 8I5«R 'ilTHT ^flrr ( 

(ili) ^ T?TfHt ^i toF?t g?RRH ^ 8to ^ t??jr^iH ^ ft 

flitovRi ^f-fi 81^ 'ifT toR ton rnn^T] i 


TTH. STtW 

[ f^gm/3/4/3ramrpn/143/2000 ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 


New Delhi, the 5th May, 2000 


No. TAMP/89/99-COPT.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Sections 49 and 50 of the Major Port Trusts 
Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of the representation submitted by 
M/s Amrok Shipping Private Limited seeking a separate tariff structure for coastai containers at the Cochin Port with 
retrospective effect, as in the Order appended hereto. 
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SCHEDULE 

Case No.TAMP/89/99-COPT 
M/S. Amrok Shipping Private Limited ... Applicant 

The Cochin Port Trust ... Respondent 


ORDER 

(Passed on this 10th day of April 2000) 


This case relates to a representation received from M/s. Amrok 
Shipping Private Limited requesting for separate tariff structure for coastal 
containers at the Cochin Port Trust (COPT) with retrospective effect. 

2- In their representation, M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited have 

made the following points: 

0). They are the pioneers in coastal container transportation in the 
country and started operation In May 1998. They are bringing cargo 
from Pipavav in Gujarat to Cochin exclusively in containers as part 
of a multi model operation. 

(ii). Due to certain arbitrary decision of the COPT in respect of the tariff 
structure the operation has now come to a standstill. 

(ill). The TAMP has notified tariff for various services with segregation of 
foreign vessels and coastal vessels with a difference of about 35% 
to 40% on rates. 

(iv) . They do exclusively coastal transportation services through the 

COPT; and, there is absolutely no diversion of containers to other 
countries. Till date, they have moved more than 15,000 TEUs which 
were fully duty paid domestic containers. 

(v) . The COPT has levied tariff as applicable to foreign containers in US 

dollar rates as no specific rates are prescribed for coastal 
containers. 

(vi) . They have been assigned separate space for storing/stacking for 

containers in the Cochin Port. However, they are not allowed to pay 
ground rent charges as In the case of domestic break bulk cargo 
where the charge is fixed for the space used or reserved. The only 
difference Is that they bring in, store, and transport cargo through 
containers. Otherwise, the same cargo would have come in as 
break bulk, stored and transported in loose condition. 
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(vii). The project has become highly unviable and they are forced to 
curtail their activities. They have also represented the matter to the 
Ministry of Surface Transport (MOST). 

3. The MOST has also requested this Authority to examine the 
feasibility for notifying the tariff structure for coastal containers, if not available in 
the present Scale of Rates and also examine whether in the absence of any tariff 
structure for coastal containers, coastal shipping will be adversely affected. 

4. In accordance with the procedure followed by the TAMP, the 
representation of M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited was circulated to the 
Cochin Port Trust, the Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (as a major container port) and 
also among various users / representative bodies of users for their comments. 
Comments received from them are summarised below: 

Cochin Steamer Agents* Association 

(i) . It was with a view to promote coastal traffic that the Government of 

India granted concessional rates for coastal vessels in respect of 
port and other related charges. 

(ii) . It is only logical that this concession to be granted to coastal 

container traffic as well, in order that such traffic gains momentum. 

(iii) . We strongly support the representation made by M/s. Amrok 

Shipping Private Limited. They have cautioned that containers 
moving on its first leg as coastal traffic and then at a later stage 
finding its way to overseas destinations, are not granted any such 
concession. 

Indian National Shipowners’ Association 

(i) . Coastal Shipping, besides being environment friendly, is the most 

economical mode of transport as no rail tracks or roads have to be 
laid and maintained. For various reasons including ill information, 
priority given for rail or road has left coastal shipping as under 
developed and on deathbed. As a result, natural sea-lanes provided 
round the country go unutilised / unharnessed. 

(ii) . Coastal cargoes are low priced and low freighted hence cannot bear 

the high port tariffs and port dues, stevedoring, trucking costs, etc. 

(iii) . Domestic cargoes / goods move freely at competitive rate from a 

market area in one town / city to a market area of another city / town 
whereas coastal cargoes moving through ports are being made to 
bear the brunt of same high tariff being applied to international ships 
resulting in inflated fees, charges / tariffs to coasting cargoes which 
rate it cannot bear in contrast to those borne by domestic cargo 
moving by road / rail. The result is that coastal shipping even 
though being the economical mode is made most expensive. 


[ WT Ill—■5@n^ 4] 
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(iv) . Most of the ports provide concessional port tariff (vessel-related) for 

coastal ships. 

(v) . The principles needs to be firmly prescribed for all port' and for all 

tariff / fees / charges / dues to be 50% lower than foreign-going 
ships and be quoted in Rupees. Similarly container handling / 
terminal charges be reduced at 50% below charges for foreign 
containers. This should equally apply to vessels feeding coastal 
cargoes for hub ports. Such a step will discourage movement of 
container via adjacent foreign ports thereby arrestii g outgo of 
foreign exchange. 

The Shipping Corporation of India 

(i) . We agree with the representation submitted by M/s. Amrok Shipping 

Private Limited. All the Major Ports shall have a common policy on 
tariff rate for coastal ships and coastal cargoes in containers as well 
as in break bulk. The coastal tariff shall be about 40% to 50% of the 
tariff set for foreign-going vessels and denominated in Indian 
Rupees. 

(ii) . Coastal tariff for containers shall also be applicable for containers 

which have Export / Import cargoes and are being transhipped at 
another Indian Port for mainline vessel connections for 
transportation to/from foreign ports and vice-versa for Imports. The 
elements of Coastal Tariff applicable to such containers will be: 

(a) for transportation from the CY to Ship’s Hook and vice versa; 
and, 

(b) for on board stevedoring. 

(iii) . This will give an incentive to feeder operators to call at the Port for 

carrying containers and transhipment through Indian hub ports 
instead of Indian trade being transhipped at foreign ports viz. 
Colombo, Singapore, Dubai, etc. The outflow for foreign exchange 
can also be saved. 

The Container Shipping Lines Association 

(i) . To encourage the development of India’s own hub port for container 

services, the CSLA is of the view that services such as that offered 
by M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited must be encouraged. In the 
absence of adequate coastal services provided by Indian flag or 
foreign flag vessels the initiative to develop transhipment hubs will 
come to nothing. 

(ii) . The Government of India has accepted the recommendations of the 

Afzalpurkar Committee to facilitate coastal shipping, whose 
recommendations have been further endorsed by the Pinto 
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Committee, the Empowered Committee and the Nattonal Shipping 
Board. 

(iii) . M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited have pioneered the coastal 

movement of containerised cargo and have moved substantial 
volumes of traffic between Indian Ports. This business must be 
encouraged and not penalised. 

(iv) . It is unclear as to the logic of charging ground rent for coastal 

containers in US dollars. Such charges shall be denominated in 
Indian Rupees as is the case with demurrage / storage charges for 
break bulk cargo. 

MAERSK India Limited 


The plea of M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited may be viewed by 
the TAMP sympathetically on the ground as given by the CSLA. 

Confederation of Indian Industry 

(i). In all Major Ports, only the vessel related charges are levied the 
differential rates for foreign-going vessels and coastal vessels. As 
regards container handling charges including ground rent are 
denominated in US dollars but collected in Indian Rupees and no 
differentiation of foreign container or coastal container is made in the 
tariff structure. Hence the party’s perception that the ground rent 
applied for stacking their containers was charged on rates similar to 
that of foreign containers may not bo correct 

(ii). TAMP has issued orders on classification of vessels as ‘coastal’ and 
‘foreign-going’ for tariff purposes. However, no such order has 
been issued on classifying containers into ‘coastal’ and ‘foreign- 
going’. TAMP may like to decide on whether containers related 
charges will also be notified separately for these two categories. 

Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust 


(i) . The representation made by M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited is 

on a matter relating to COPT in particular and we do not find enough 
point to comment on it. 

(ii) . As for as JN Port is concerned, coastal movement of containers is 

mainly intended for transhipment and not for domestic consumption 
so far. 

(iii) . Containers for transhipment are already enjoying the concessional 

tariff which amounts to the handling charges for one leg of operation 
either for import or export. 



[MTT III—-^515^4] 




15 


Civ). Transhipment containers are given free period of 30 days as against 
7 da^ for export containers and 3 days for import containers. 

(v). Vessels engaged in coastal services are already enjoying 
concessional rates in respect of berth hire charges, pilotage and port 
dues. 

Cochin Port Trust 

(i) . !\^s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited, Cochin had been bringing 

Coastal Containers from Pipavav to Cochin from April 1998. They 
had defaulted payment of Rs.19,55,029/- to Cochin Port Trust 
towards ground rent of containers and vessel related charges. 

(ii) . Lower “'ates of vessel related charges are levied from the company 

as pes Ihe tariff structure of the COPT. This concession as 
envisaged for promotion of coastal shipping, has duly been 
extended to this company also. 

(iii) . The company submitted a representation on 13 November 98 i.e. 

after 3 months of starting their coastal operations requesting that the 
Port should not charge any ground rent on their containers and, 
instead, charge only lease rent for the storage area. This could not 
be agreed to, as ttie Port’s Scale of Rates provided no such 
provisions. Demurrage charge / ground rent on containers stored 
within wharf premises is charged in ail Ports and, therefore. M/s. 
Amrok Shipping could not be given any special dispensation. 

(iv) . Coastal vessels enjoy concession only in respect of vessel related 

charges like Port dues, Pilotage, etc., whereas in the case of 
wharfage on cargo, storage charges, equipment hire charges, etc., 
tile rates for the coastal and foreign vessels are the same. The 
wharfage on containers is, however, lower than that on general 
cargo. 

5. A joint hearing in this case was held at the COPT. During the 

course of the joint hearing the following submissions were made; 


(i) . Our service is an innovative initiative. 

(ii) . We want concessions in cargo related charges also. 


(iii). There is a lacuna in the tariff structure now. This lacuna must be 
removed. 


Civ), in our operation there is no foreign exchange element at all. 
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(v). Do not confuse our case with iranshipmenf containers at ail. Ours 
is a case of 'domestic cargo’ in ‘domestic containers’ for ‘domestic 
markets’. 

(vO- In the 1989 Scale of Rates of the COPT, this facility was available to 
cargo related charges item also. 

(vii). Our containers are coastal containers which are required to be 
stored separately. No Customs formalities are involved. 

(viii). We are not talking only of ‘rupee denomination’. We want a definite 
concession in tariff. The 1989 Scale of Rates was revised in 
January 1999 and the concession was given up. We do not know 
why. 

(ix) . According to the Merchant Shipping Act only ‘coastal vessel’ can 

carry coastal cargo. That is why the column headings cited by the 
COPT to defend its action. 

(x) . The relevant notes, In the Scale of Rates refer to payment by 

“shippers or importers” and not by vessels. Therefore, the 
roference clearly is to cargo related charges. 

(xi) . The disputed period in this case is March 98 to March 99. The 

COPT cannot take advantage of the revised Scale of Rates of 
January 1999. 

(xii) . The Scale of Rates contains many items especially relating to 

containers. Some are denominated in dollar terms, which cannot 
be applied to coastal vessels. 

(xiii). De'^”’'tion of demurrage covers “all cargo”. By all means apply that 
de. Tage. Do not charge ground rent. 

Cochin Port Trust 

(I). There is no distinction between ‘foreign cargo’ and ‘coastal cargo’. 
The distinction is limited only to foreign’ and ‘coastal’ vessels. 
Therefore, M/s. Amrok Shipping are not entitled to any relief. 

(ii). In the Scale of Rates of 1989, tariffs are not different for coastal 
cargo. There is no definition of ‘coastal container’ at all. The 
column headings are ‘coastal vessels’ and foreign vessels’. 

(iiO- Even if there is such a difference, the Port Trust policy keeps 
changing. May be the COPT approach / policy has changed. 

(iv). If there is to be any concession for ‘coastal’ cargo, why only for 
containers? It must to for all cargo. 
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(v) . There can be no retrospective revision. If at all, it can only be 

prospective. 

(vi) . In the 1989 Scale of Rates, there was no concession for coastal 

cargo-related charges. The distinction was only between vessel- 
related charges and cargo-related charges. 

(vii) . There were a couple of anomalous entries which did not represent 

any deliberate policy. 

(viii), A consideration of ‘concession to coastal cargo’ will call for a lot 
more of scrutiny and discussions. It cannot be settled as a part of 
this case. 

Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust 

‘Transhipment’ operation is different from ‘coastal’ operation. 
Shipping Corporation of India 

(i) . It is the Government policy to promote coastal traffic. Recently 

again the Government has ordered priority berthing for coastal 
vessels. 

(ii) . Apply the concession to all the ports. 

(iii) . Coastal traffic must remain with national lines - foreign lines shall not 

be allowed to carry coastal cargo. 

The Container Shipping Lines Association 

(i). Promote coastal traffic. It will reduce road / rail congestion. It will 
promote development of ‘hub’ ports. 

00. Movement of containers is separate and distinctive from bulk cargo. 
Whether ‘coastal’ or ‘foreign’, containers must be promoted. 
Consider concessions for containers. 

Oil). While defining ‘coastal’, etc., look ahead at least by 5 years. 

Ov). To promote coastal traffic give concession to it. But do not waste 
time about ‘national’, ‘foreign flag’, etc. 

Indian National Shipovyners’ Association 

(i). Why bother about detailed definitions? Government policy is only 
for giving concession to vessel related charges. If cargo related 
charges are to be given concession, give to all containers. Road / 
rail congestion has to be reduced. 
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(ii). Let there be a new policy on Multi Modal Transportation and a new 
container policy. 

Cochin Steamer Agents Association 

In 1989 concessional tariff for coastal cargo was given. This has 
been removed. Reinstate the same to help cases like Amrok 
Shipping. 

6. During the joint hearing, the COPT was directed to give a note about 
the action taken on M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Ltd’s application routed through 
the Steamer Agents’ Association at the time of the 1999 revision, arguing for 
retention of the facility given in the 1989 Scale of Rates even to cargo-related 
charges for dollar denomination. 

7. In their reply, the COPT has made the following submissions: 

(i) . Before approving revised Scale of Rates with effect from 30 

December 98, the TAMP held a joint hearing with the COPT and the 
various port users. The Port Trust did not make any proposal for 
concessional ground rent and handling charges for the coastal 
container as there was no concession provided in the pre-revised 
Scale of Rates and also there was no such concession allowed in 
any of the Major Port Trust in India. The Port Users who were 
present in the joint hearing also did not take up this matter. The 
term “Coastal Containers’’ is used to mean containers shipped 
through coastal vessels. 

(ii) . M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited had submitted a representation 

on 30 November 98 after eight months of starting their coastal 
operations, requesting the port trust to fix a lower rate of ground rent 
on coastal cargo which was examined and the party was informed 
that there was no justification for providing any lower rate for their 
coastal containers. 

(iii) . From May 1999 onwards, M/s. Amrok Shipping Private limited 

started defaulting on their payment of charges. There were 
outstanding dues of about Rs.1955 lakhs and even after reminders 
they failed to remit the amount. Hence the COPT stopped services 
to them. 

(iv) . M/s. Amrok Shipping again represented in August 99 insisting that 

concessional charges should be considered on gantry charges, 
transfer crane charge, transportation of containers, etc., and levy of 
lease rent on the space occupied by the containers and also to apply 
all these concessions with retrospective effect. M/s. Amrok Shipping 
had also submitted a representation in the MOST on which the 
COPT explained their stand to the Ministry. 


[ WT III—4] 


MRcI : anHi’MK'JI 


19 


8. The COPT has summarised that their stand towards the pleas of 

M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited has been constantly as follows: 

(i) . The tariff rates are linked to the services rendered. Space occupied 

and handling operations are same for coastal as well as foreign 
containers. As such, no concession wilt be given. 

(ii) . As per the Government policy to encourage the coastal traffic / 

vessels, the concession on vessel related charges on coastal 
vessels have already been extended. 

(iii) . There is no provision for leasing out space in the container terminal 

for stacking the containers and as per the existing Scale of Rates, 
the Port Trust is rightfully collecting the ground rent charges on the 
containers irrespective of they being coastal or foreign. 

(iv) . The billing done on the services rendered to M/s. Amrok Shipping 

during 1998 and 1999 where as per the rates provided in the Scale 
of Rates prevailing at that point of time. In respect of ground rent, 
there is only one rate denominated in US dollars which had been 
applied in the case of containers handled by M/s. Amrok Shipping 
Private Limited. Presently, there is no concessional rate for ground 
rent in the case of coastal containers. 


9. With reference to the totality of information collected during the 

proceeding of this case, the following position emerges: 


(i) . The request is for granting a relief retrospectively. There does not 

appear to be any justification for that. 

(ii) . The argument is that the Scale of Rates (until its amendment in 

December 98) had a provision for concessions to coastal containers. 
While it is a fact that there was such a provision, there is 
disagreement between ffie Applicant and the COPT about its 
interpretation. In other wordSy strictly speaking, the dispute mainly is 
about ‘billing’, which should be settled between the parties. 

(iii) . The Applicant has complained that the said provision (for 

concessions) was unjustifiably removed ignoring his petition. 

It is relevant here to recognise that the said provision was removed 
at the time of the general revision of rates in December 98. Three 
considerations weighed with the COPT then for proposing its 
removal: 

(a) . The Government policy was confined to giving concessions in 

vessel-related charges for promoting coastal traffic. There 
was no policy of giving concessions in cargo-related charges. 

(b) . No other major port was giving any concessions in cargo- 

related charges to coastal traffic. 
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(c). Giving up the provision will bo in the financial interest of the 
COPT. 

As regards the complaint about ignoring the Applicant’s petition, it is 
to be noted that it was not brought up by anyone at the time of the 
joint hearing set up by the Authority in the earlier case. The COPT 
had rejected it; and, the Association concerned also did not raise the 
issue. It cannot, therefore, be reasonably alleged that the petition 
was ignored by this Authority. 

(Iv). There is a strident demand for introduction of concessions for 
coastal cargo. The COPT itself has also not questioned the basic 
logic of this demand. Interestingly, in another case relating to the 
Mumbai Port Trust (MBPT) also this issue has come; and, the MBPT 
has joined all its users to demand such concessions. But, this issue 
will have to be seen apart from the Applicant’s petition in this case; 
and, it will have to be seen in a prospective light. In other words, 
even if it is decided to introduce such concessions as a policy 
initiative, it cannot be of any help to the Applicant in their case 
relating to the period 1998-99. 

10. In the result and for the reasons as given above, and based on a 

collective application of mind the Authority decides as follows: 

(i) The application submitted by M/s. Amrok Shipping Private Limited to 
grant relief retrospectively with reference to the containers handled 
by them at the COPT is rejected. 

(li) The dispute between M/s, Amrok Shipping Private Limited and the 
COPT about the concessions to be granted for the period before 
December 98 should be settled between them in accordance with 
the Scale of Rates of the COPT applicable during that period. 

(iii) The question of prospectively granting concessions in handling of 
coastal containers in Major Ports will be considered in detail by the 
Authority separately. 

S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[ADVT./IiyiV/Exty./143/2000] 
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